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This statement is intended to rectify the erroneous impression given by Mrs. D. C. Ludlow’s 
letter in the Plain Dealer of January 24, 1962. 

As you know, the Van Gogh Exhibition was heavily attended and on both of the 
occasions Mrs. Ludlow refers to, the Special Exhibition Galleries were filled with 
well over 1,000 people. It would neither have been safe for her son, nor for the 
other viewers, to have permitted any wheelchair or special carriage at these 
particular times. 

The matter was brought to my attention on the second occasion and I suggested 
a special arrangement, that Mrs. Ludlow come with her son at noon on Sunday before the 
regular opening hours of the Museum, at which time a special escort could be provided 
so that she and her son might see the exhibition in safety. This offer was refused 


and was followed by Mrs. Ludlow's letter. 

If the guard at the entrance was impolite, we should express regret and we do. 

The Museum has always gone out of its way to make its collections available to the 
physically handicapped. Such arrangements are a customary activity of the Educational 
Department. Special wheelchairs are available at the Museum for those who wish to 
use them and permission can usually be obtained, depending on the size of the 
attendance in the galleries, to use ones own wheelchair where this is necessary. 

I am sorry that this unfortunate event was interpreted in a manner quite contrary 
to the long established policy of this Museum. 


G ee. Wt 
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Sherman E. Lee 

Director, The Cleveland Museum of Art 
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Barred at Exhibit 

Editor Plain Dealer — Sir: We : 
are fairly new to your town ' 
and when we moved here, we j 
were • so pleased with all the j 
extra advantages that a larger 
town would offer our son, who 
is physically handicapped and j 
uses a wheelchair. 

Naturally when the Van Gogh 
exhibit came bo the Cleveland 
Museum of Art, we were 
thrilled. We were anxious to 
see it ourselves but we were 
especially pleased for. our son, 
since Van Gogh is usually a 
favorite with children. On Sun- 
day, Dec. 31, we went to see the 
exhibit. The guard informed us, v 
most rudely, that our son could 
not go in there in “that stroller” 

• — the term he used for the j 
wheelchair. He said we could! 
carry him around if we wanted ! 
to. Surely one never used a 1 
wheelchair if it is not a neces- 1 
sity. We couldn’t start to carry ' 
him that far. Needless to say, 
it upset our son and it upset us. 

I waited several days for my 
anger to cool and called to see 
if this was their policy. I was 
informed that it was not and 
was asked to please come back, 
preferably on a Saturday. ,We 
complied with their request and 
\vent back on a Saturday, For 


the second time we were re- 

t used admittance because of our 
on’s wheelchair. Being refused 
once was bad enough, but to be 
invited back and be refused the 
second time is completely un- 
called for. 

Just what gives with this 
“public” museum that a handi- 
capped child is refused admit- 
tance to one of their exhibits? 
There are enough things this 
child will never be able to do 
or see without being refused 
admittance to a public exhibit 
because of his “stroller.” . . . 

We are wondering if this is 
the way the taxpayers of 
Greater Cleveland and the spon- 
sors of the Cleveland Museum 
of Art want their money sjDent.. 
We don’t believe they will long 
tolerate this type of situation 
if they are informed of its ex- 
istence. 

MRS. D. C. LUDLOW 
16706 Kenyon Road, 
Cleveland 20. 


